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 Introduction 
Where do we all come from as humans? Our mothers surely. But does that imply 
that we have or must have a special relation with our mothers? Or that she has special 
relations or responsibilities to us, her children? This paper challenges dominant norms 
surrounding motherhood, adoption, and a person’s right to privacy by proposing a 
revised version of the already established Baby Hatch to be introduced into Danish 
society. A Baby Hatch is an opportunity for a mother to anonymously give her child up 
for adoption by simply leaving the newborn in a public hatch, or box.   
In this paper, we attempt to uncover eight girls’ or young women’s subjective 
interpretations of our campaign and their meaning making process when confronted 
with our ideology that women should have an easy option to give away her child with 
no direct social judgement. We believe that just because women have the biological 
capacity to carry a child for nine months and give birth does not mean it is a given that 
she should have to raise the child. Drawing inspiration from Rosaline Barbour, Svend 
Brinkmann, and Steinar Kvale, we use focus group interviews to research the reception. 
In doing the reception study, we use Schrøder’s ‘multidimensional model’ to expose 
the participants’ opinions of our product and awareness campaign. Furthermore, we 
find it interesting to challenge our own ideology and argue for the concept’s relevance 
in Denmark, through the participant’s concerns.  
 
Problem Definition:  
How do the participants in our two focus groups make sense of our 
conceptualization of a ‘Baby Hatch’ campaign through a poster and brochure?  
 
Research Questions: 
1. Are our product campaign and awareness campaign successfully received?  
2. What dimensions of the ‘multidimensional model’ by Schrøder can be traced in 
the participants’ sense-making process? 
3. What factors or ideologies influence the different participant’s ‘positions’ 
during their meaning making process? 
 Motivation 
We went into this project knowing that our product is likely to be controversial 
and we were curious to study the reception of our campaign for the Baby Hatch. The 
reception study of this report is built upon our campaign introducing the revised Baby 
Hatch. The construction of the concept is based on empirical research, which enabled 
us to customize the product campaign based on these findings. As Baby Hatches already 
function in other countries, we had the possibility to research the potential 
consequences of implementing it into Danish society. During the research process, we 
also made four individual interviews, one of which was with the State Administration 
of Denmark. Here we learned about the adoption system in Denmark, and the data 
collected allowed us to put emphasis on the elements of our concept, which differs from 
the Danish adoption process, such as the anonymity aspect.  
  Furthermore, to customize the concept and to create a hopefully socially 
acceptable campaign, we chose to use the method of vox-pops in which we considered 
the opinions of Danish people who were out in the streets of Copenhagen that day. The 
majority of the respondents in the vox-pops showed a negative first impression of the 
concept, and this led us to consider aspects such as anonymity and the parent’s rights, 
which seemed to be the Danes’ biggest concern1. However, through conversation with 
us researchers and through their own sense making process, the respondents became 
more accepting of the concept. Furthermore, in the vox-pop we noticed that the more 
information we gave the audience on the street, the more accepting they became of the 
concept. This led us to create a product campaign that incorporated the opinions of lay 
people from the relevant culture in the re-construction of the concept Baby Hatch. 
Furthermore, we included the information that we felt helped the audience members in 
the vox-pop’s meaning making of the concept in the brochure as well. 
As illustrated above this process started from scratch: from idea generation, 
research process to campaign building. And as we wish to follow through with the 
whole process, meaning also study the reception of our campaign and product, we find 
Schrøder’s multidimensional model particularly interesting for doing a reception study. 
 
                                                          
1 We gathered this information through a vox-pop in Copenhagen. 
 Research 
The Baby Hatch Concept  
In this chapter, we will be introducing our product, a Baby Hatch and the 
campaign we created during the print media workshop. Baby Hatches already exist and 
operate in several countries around the world, but has not yet been implemented in 
Denmark. We have reconceptualized the already existing product to hopefully make it 
functionable in Denmark as we have added different restrictions and guidelines to be in 
alignment with Danish regulations. 
In our revised version, the Baby Hatch is still a place where a mother can 
anonymously give up her newborn for a further adoption. It is a crib in a damage proof 
glass hatch. We imagine it would be located at Rigshospitalet in Copenhagen, Denmark. 
Once a child is placed in the Baby Hatch, the door is closed, and audio and visual signals 
are received at the nursing station at the hospital and the baby is picked up by a caretaker 
within two minutes. In our conceptualization, the Baby Hatch can be opened from the 
outside by scanning the mother’s social security card (CPR), and the door locks 
automatically once closed. It is important to state that the information collected from 
the mother’s CPR card is solely used for security reasons. The decision to give up a 
baby through the Baby Hatch is meant to be binding. However, the mother has one 
month to regret her decision and the baby can be tracked down for her. In contrast, the 
father has only some of these rights. The rule is that only the mother has the right to put 
a newborn in the hatch. The father cannot give up the child, but he has two months to 
reclaim the baby by contacting the hospital.     
 
Methodology and Process  
Choice of Qualitative Method 
We chose focus group interviews as our method for discovering how our target 
group receives our campaign materials and concept. As stated by Brinkmann and Kvale, 
methodologies such as focus groups are used to bring forward different viewpoints, and 
such interviews are suitable for exploring new domains (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 
175). As our product is unheard of in Denmark, we are exploring a new domain, and 
thus focus groups would complement our research.     
  Furthermore, the epistemological issues of interviewing for research are 
important to be reflected upon when doing qualitative interviews (Ibid: 56). Kvale and 
 Brinkmann contribute to this by introducing two contradictory metaphors: a ‘traveller 
metaphor’ and a ‘mining metaphor’. With focus on the traveller metaphor, the 
interviewer is described as a traveller, and the possibility of producing new knowledge 
is recognized (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 57). The ‘traveller’ is looked at as being able 
to change viewpoints during her journey, as the journey may activate processes of 
reflections that makes the ‘traveller’ think in new ways (Ibid: 58). As we have chosen 
not to have any predisposed assumptions before the analysis, we take a deductive 
approach to our data inspired by the ‘traveller metaphor’ (Liamputtong, Ezzy, 2005: 
259). In addition, the metaphor holds a postmodern constructivist epistemological 
viewpoint, which means that knowledge is produced, interpreted, and constructed 
(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 59). Thus we think that focus group interviews will allow 
us to collect data, which is mainly created between the participants, and not between 
one moderator and one participant. Because our goal is to look at the production of 
meaning between participants, we chose focus groups and not individual interviews.  
Research Design 
Focus groups can be seen as providing an insight into the process of the 
participants’ construction and reconstruction of meanings. As Barbour states, “Focus 
groups excel at allowing us to study the process of attitude formation and the 
mechanisms involved in interrogating and modifying views” (2007: 31). Barbour also 
states that focus groups have been utilized to address sensitive topics, such as sexual 
behaviours and views on abortion (2007: 18). We are quite certain that our campaign 
topic and product come with undeniably difficult moral dilemmas. Therefore, focus 
group interviews work well as a method for this type of topic.  
 
Sampling of two focus groups 
In order to explore patterns in the participants’ sense making, we chose to make 
a strategic sampling where characteristics such as gender and age are taken into 
consideration (Barbour, 2007: 39, 59). As Barbour states: “focus groups should be 
homogenous in terms of background and not attitudes” (2007: 59). All of our 
participants identify as female and they were divided into two age groups: 14-15 year 
old and 21-22 year old. One consideration for composing a focus group is that the 
participants may be more comfortable in a group setting where they are close in age, 
and the hope is that this leads to a strong dynamic between the participants. The size of 
 the focus group has an impact on the dynamics between the participants and on the 
discussion, and needs to be particularly considered when dealing with a sensitive topic 
(Barbour, 2007: 60). Therefore, we chose to make small focus groups of four people, 
in fear that if the group was of larger, the participants might feel to intimidated to 
express their meaning making process.  
 
Utilizing ‘Pre-acquainted’ Groups 
As both focus groups consist of young people, we find it to be an advantage that 
the participants are pre-acquainted with each other. As Barbour cites Lewis for stating 
in a “British Educational Research Journal” friendship groupings is a significant 
criteria for arranging focus groups of young participants (2007: 67). Additionally, we 
see pre-acquainted groupings as being an advantage, as the topic under debate can be 
sensitive to some. Therefore, we have intentionally recruited the participants through 
our networks. We hope this strategy helped the group participants feel more 
comfortable around each other, which thus open for more dynamic talks.  
 
Mediating Two Focus Groups 
Settings  
The two focus groups met in two different places. The group consisting of girls 
between the ages 21-22 year old were located in two of the participants’ apartment (as 
they live together). As Barbour states, there is not a setting that is universally acceptable 
for every participant in a focus group (2007: 48). However, we attempted to create an 
acceptable setting, which included having the interview in a place everyone was 
familiar with, and some room-preparation consisting of lighting candles and serving 
snacks. When we held the focus group session, our hope was to provide a familiar 
setting and context.  
The second focus group interview consisting of girls in the age group between 
(14-15), took place in a classroom at the girls’ school. This was a choice made by one 
of the participants in the group and we happily complied. We wanted them to be in a 
familiar setting where they felt comfortable. Furthermore, we had to consider the girls’ 
time limitations, as they did not have much time outside of school. The classroom was 
in preparation for the group interview with refreshments such as juice and snacks. 
 Choice of moderator  
The two focus groups was run by the same moderator from our group. Barbour 
states that the moderator’s: “[...] persona does impact on the form and content” (2007: 
49). By using the same moderator, we hope to eliminate undesirable results such as 
variation in the way the moderator formulates questions, and the amount of moderator 
participation in the interview. Due to prioritizing pre-existing groups and a time 
limitation, we chose a moderator who knows the girls who are between 21-22 years old, 
but does not know the girls who are 14-15 years old. We have recognized that there are 
both advantages and consequences, and our choice of moderator may impact the 
empirical data. This we will pay close attention to should they occur in the analysis.   
 
Stimulus materials  
We decided to use our poster and brochures as stimulus materials (Barbour, 
2007). Introducing our poster and brochures serve two purposes; to break the ice and 
introduce our campaign materials. As Barbour mentions, the stimulus materials have 
the affordance of paving the way towards a fruitful discussion, and we would like the 
participants to start formulating their meanings about our campaign (2007: 84). As the 
concept of a Baby Hatch does not exist in Denmark, we were interested in getting the 
participants’ first impression of the materials without them being familiar with the 
concept. 
 
The Persona 
Before introducing the stimulus materials, the moderator introduced a fictional 
persona created to help the audience relate with the topic and hopefully spark a 
discussion. The persona is a 15 year old girl that has had sex and three months later 
finds out that she is pregnant. According to Danish law, the only thing she can do is to 
keep the child.  
 
Pen and Paper Exercises  
Even though the size we decided on for our focus groups is supported by 
Barbour’s previously cited statement, we were concerned that there might be a 
limitation with regards to the level of active participation. Therefore, we included a pen 
 and paper exercise in the beginning of the sessions (Barbour, 2007). We hoped that 
pairing the girls two and two and starting the interview with this exercise, would make 
the participants actively engage in the interview session. Barbour accounts that: “on 
one occasion, a child who had previously been very quiet contributed more to the 
discussion after engaging in this activity” (2007: 97).  
We decided to hand out brochures to the participants, and the moderator would 
then ask each group to debate their understandings of the campaign materials and 
concept. The participants then had to write down three pros and three cons. At the end 
of the first exercise, meant starting the first group discussion. Each group came together 
and, with the moderator’s guidance, the participants shared their viewpoints. 
 
Ethics  
In both the beginning and at the end of the interviews, the moderator briefed the 
participants on some of the ethical considerations. They were informed about the way 
in which we document the interview (the observation and video/ audio recording). 
Furthermore, she informed them that they can always change or reword things they 
have said during the interview. The participants were also asked if they wanted a copy 
of the transcripts and/or the final project.  
The ambition of the moderator was to behave in an ethical manner by making sure she 
did not single out any of the participants (Barbour, 2007: 69).  
 
The Process of Sampling 
As mentioned, we chose to sample two focus groups consisting of four 
participants each. The process of collecting participants for our focus groups introduced 
particular challenges as we aimed to use participants that in each focus group shared 
the characteristics of gender and age. In the beginning of the research phase, we 
contacted a daycare centre called Casa Flora. The centre is one that we hypothetically 
collaborated with in our creation of the product, and we knew therefore that they 
provide help to young girls who are moms for the first time. As we did not hear back 
from the daycare centre we attempted to collect participants through the use of social 
media, such as Facebook. Unfortunately, or perhaps fortunately, we did not succeed in 
finding the participants through Facebook.  
 Instead, we decided to make use of our own networks. Two participants of our 
group were able to collect four females each, and the participants resided within our 
target group. The first focus group was gathered by our moderator, and the female 
participants belonged to the age group between 21 and 22 year old. As mentioned, the 
participants know the moderator as they are friends, but more importantly, the 
participants also know each other. This aspect of a sampling can be seen as a 
disadvantage. However, we believed it to be an advantage in our case, since the topics 
we present can be sensitive. Therefore, having participants who know each other might 
allow them to feel confident and comfortable enough to create strong dynamics.  
 
Coding  
Inspired by Potter and Wetherell as well as by Schrøder, we chose to organize 
the large body of empirical data collected into manageable categories. Potter and 
Wetherell note that coding is quite distinct from the analysis itself, and coding is a 
preliminary step before studying the material (Potter & Wetherell 167). 
Inspired by Potter and Wetherell’s statement: “the categories used in coding 
are obviously crucially related to the research questions of interest” (Potter & 
Wetherell: 167), the starting point for our coding process was based in our problem 
formulation and research questions. Schrøder also suggests that the analyst should base 
the coding on the interest area of the study, while keeping an open mind to emerging 
tendencies, which thus can lead to new codes or categories (Scrøder et al. 168). Due to 
time and page limitations, we found it crucial to keep a strong focus on the study of 
interest, as we went along with coding the empirical data we collected. Therefore, the 
data was categorized into two main codes: the participants ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ with 
the concept and campaign. The two main codes were mainly chosen to give us an 
overview of the whole discussion. They are a set of guiding general categories, which 
then were expanded into sub-categories, as new themes emerged from the data.   
Consequently, we created four sub-codes such as ‘framing’, ‘the father’s 
parental rights’, ‘anonymity’, and ‘poster and brochure’. We specifically chose all the 
codes, as we believe they were the most relevant in relation to the analysis we were 
aiming to make. There are two codes that focus on the campaign, namely the brochure 
and poster and the framing of them. The codes ‘the father’s parental rights’ and 
 ‘anonymity’ were chosen as those themes were a great part of the participant's’ meaning 
making of the Baby Hatch.  
 
Target Group 
During the workshop Print Media, we did a lot of research online to also decide 
on the right target group. We discovered the web page www.børnetelefonen.dk, which 
presents young girls’ thoughts and challenges. The young girls were approximately 
between 12 and 16 years old, and they would post their problematic dilemmas, which 
Børnetelefonen then provided answers to. We looked, among other things, at letters 
from the website on the topic of being pregnant as a young girl, and having passed the 
three months abortion limit. Many of the letters were strongly relatable to our mission, 
namely to create an alternative option for giving up one’s child. The girls’ letters would 
touch upon dilemmas such as the case of a young girl who had sex with her then 
boyfriend, and as she announced her unexpected and unwanted pregnancy to him, he 
left her. The girl’s dilemma seems to be that she is feeling alone with her concern, but 
does not dare tell her religious parents that she is pregnant.  
Another part of researching the possible target group included doing individual 
interviews and vox-pops.  We asked the participants in both the interviews and the vox-
pops who they saw as being the target audience of our product, and the majority of the 
answers suggested that it would be girls or young women between 15 and 22 years old.  
Based on both researches, namely the data collected online as well as the interviews 
and vox-pops, we found it relevant to create a campaign that targets girls between 12 
and 22 years old.   
 
Explanatory  
A Social Constructivist Approach  
We believe that a social constructivist approach helps us emphasize the 
importance of the focus group context where our campaign and product are presented. 
It will also help us look further into the participants’ subjective experiences that 
influence their understanding of the campaign and concept. We agree with Larry A. 
Hickman’s take on John Dewey’s perspective on social constructivism, namely that 
certain realities, knowledge, and meanings are not inevitable, but rather constructed 
 through human activity (Hickman, 2009: 97). Therefore, in focus group interviews, the 
participants’ understandings and opinions are co-created through negotiations and 
reflections. Due to their negotiations, the participants’ previously held opinions or 
knowledge regarding the topic, can frequently change during the discussion. 
Moreover, the interaction amongst the participants can be seen as a learning 
process that supports and broadens their comprehension. According to Dewey 
knowledge is almost like a piece of art that: “confers upon things traits and 
potentialities which did not previously belong to them’ (Hickman, 2009:  97). Here, 
knowledge is a product of various exchanges, or in other words, an intersubjective way 
to create meanings that did not necessarily exist before. Therefore the social 
constructivist approach complements the goal of the focus group method during the 
research process, namely to understand the participants’ subjective universe in relation 
to the perceived media text. 
The social constructivism also underlines the numerous possibilities for 
interpretation as well as the discourses that influence the creation of knowledge 
(Hickman, 2009: 52-53). This compliments the theory that we are using to analyze the 
data, specifically the multidimensional model which also opens up for multiple 
meanings. 
In our project, we question the concept of parenthood. Therefore it is interesting 
to challenge the concept through a social constructivist lense, as it would assume that 
the ideology of motherhood is just as socially constructed as knowledge is. This will be 
elaborated on in the discussion section.  
Framing  
After finishing our transcripts, we recognized that we needed a concept that 
describes the word ‘framing’, because we saw our articulation and framework did in 
fact affect the participants’ sense making, we decided ‘framing’ was a crucial concept 
for our analysis.  The word framing is in definition inspired by the book “Tag bladet 
for munden”. The concept of the word framing is in the book described as “one 
consciously or unconsciously put a case into a particular frame with its wording and 
terminology. This framework or articulation can then affect the receiver to perceive the 
matter in a certain way” (Steen, Reiter, 2015: 13).  
 Theoretical Framework 
Background for Schrøder’s Multidimensional Model 
Our goal for the project is to explore how the participants in our focus groups 
make meaning of the awareness campaign and the product campaign. We chose a 
multidimensional model because, as Lewis states: “the analysis of reception interviews 
[...] is like wrestling with a jellyfish: it squirms in so many different directions 
simultaneously that it seems impossible to control” (Lewis in Schrøder, 2000: 234). We 
agree with Schrøder, a Danish Communications professor that there is a need for a new, 
multidimensional model to analyze meaning making. Schrøder uses the concept of 
polysemy - the coexistence of many possible meanings for a word or concept - and 
criticizes the simplicity of Hall’s famous encoding/decoding model (2000). His model 
differentiates between the participant’s subjective readings, and the researchers’ 
interpretation of the participant’s sense making in relation to the social subject-matter 
of our encoded message. Our encoded message is that there should be a Baby Hatch 
option in Denmark. When we say the participant’s subjective readings we mean their 
own interpretation of the media text, not in comparison to our encoded message.  
  Schrøder argues that media texts that are ideologically ambiguous, and non-
hegemonic are good examples of why a new model for reception study that incorporates 
multiple dimensions is needed (2000). Our project, we argue, is ideologically 
ambiguous due to the concept revolving around the possibly taboo topic of adoption 
and mothers choosing to give up their babies. Our possibly controversial ideology is 
that mothers should have the right to give up their children. Therefore, in order to 
understand the readers’, or participants’ reception: 
 
“the multidimensional model proposes that we distinguish between readers’ 
subjectively experienced agreement or disagreement with the media text, on the one 
hand (the reader’s position), and the researcher’s ‘evaluation’ of the role played by 
readers’ positions in hegemonic struggles” (2000: 236).  
 
This is also why Schrøder builds upon the concept of polysemy, which “invites 
readers to actualize the meanings they want, or are somehow socially constrained, to 
generate from the verbal and or visual signs of the media message (Dahlgren, 1998 in 
 Schrøder, 2000: 239). Thus, polysemy opens up for diverse meanings and readings. 
Schrøder criticizes that much literary and cultural analysis assumes that analysts are 
capable of transferring ideological meanings to the readers, however “the audience’s 
‘rewriting’ of the encoded message logically implies that they cannot, at least not 
completely, be the victims of any hegemonic force inscribed in that message (2000: 
239). In other words, because the audience, or in this case our participants in the focus 
groups, negotiate and often reject the encoded message, they cannot be victims of a 
hegemonic force. Because encoders cannot ensure “a correct” decoding, Schrøder 
makes a distinction between the reader's subjective understandings of the perceived 
media text, and the reader’s understanding of the overarching ideological components 
behind the media text in his multidimensional model. 
  Schrøder argues that there is a lack of diversity in Hall’s theory of 
encoding/decoding due to Hall’s emphasis on oppositional readings, and the 
epistemological struggle of defining the ‘preferred meaning’. Because Hall’s model 
was: “designed to explain different moral responses to class inequality” and was 
developed “exclusively in order to explain the meaning processes of class and class 
struggle (as opposed to other equally relevant social categories like gender, ethnicity, 
and age), the oppositional reading is emphasized in Hall’s original context, which can 
be a limitation to the theory (Morley 1992a in Schrøder, 2000: 240). Furthermore, 
Morley lashes out at Hall for his belief that subordination or opposed readings, are more 
common than dominant meanings, however to Morley this is an undocumented 
sweeping statement (ibid). Another critique that supports a need for a new 
multidimensional model is that “Hall's original model tends to blur together questions 
of recognition, comprehension, interpretation and response” (Morley, 1992c in 
Schrøder 2000: 242). 
  Schrøder spends a great deal of time on what the preferred reading actually is 
in his critical discussion of Hall’s model and in his introduction of the concept of 
polysemy. Nowhere, Schrøder argues, does Hall specify what the privileged meaning 
(or preferred meaning) is or should be. Therefore, as Schrøder puts it “this 
epistemological question is the most devastating one in connection with the notion of 
the ‘preferred readings’” (2000: 241). And, according to Schrøder, the most prevalent 
question to Hall’s model is, who decides what the preferred reading is? And how do we 
know? Also, if researchers have a clear preferred reading “how great is its power to 
 constrain audience readings?” Schrøder asks (Schrøder, 2000: 240). Schrøder's 
critique makes sense to us and we see a clear link between the struggle of defining the 
preferred reading to Schrøder's new dimension of ‘position’ which relies on the notion 
of subjective readings. Therefore, when we use the four interior dimensions in our 
analysis, we draw on Wren-Lewis’ argumentation “that the ‘preferred’ reading is a 
property of the audience, not the text” (Schrøder, 2000: 241).  
  Schrøder's multidimensional model consists of six dimensions of reception that 
are listed into two categories: Motivation, Comprehension, Discrimination, and 
Position are the four interior ‘reading’ dimensions, where the participants’ subjective 
perspectives are at play. And ‘evaluation’ and ‘implementation’ are the two dimensions 
called ‘implications’, where the participants' subjective meanings are rated by the 
analyst. The following sections will outline what we believe to be the highlights of the 
six dimensions. 
  
The Four Interior Readings 
Motivation 
‘Motivation’ is a dimension that is present in the whole situation of 
consumption, in this case the consumption of our Baby Hatch campaign. 
The presence of an individual’s motivation in any kind of media reading gives a 
possibility to further analyze their reception since the motivation includes both 
“cognitive and affective processes through which people establish [...] whether a given 
media message is worth their while” (Schrøder 244). If a recipient does not feel any 
relevance of a text and cannot establish any attachment to it, there is no further 
involvement at a subjective level. According to Schrøder, if people make links of 
relevance between the message that is communicated - “the universe perceived to be 
presented by the text” and their own experiences, “the reader's’ personal universe”, 
(Schrøder 245) - they are motivated to consume, namely they ‘see the point’ of spending 
time to absorb a particular media message because it means something more to them. 
Additionally, Schrøder touches upon different aspects that can probably evoke 
a reader into making a link of relevance to the text presented, for example “‘personal 
‘interest’ in the subject-matter of the message, ‘reminiscence’ [...], ‘innovation’ [...], 
‘identification’ [...], ‘community’ [...], etc” (2000: 245). These links can help us notice 
 the readers’ possible prior motivations that might affect their ‘positions’ and thus their 
reception of our text. 
‘Motivation’ is an important dimension for analyzing focus group participant’s 
level of involvement or, for example, reasons for taking a stance, as they express a 
disagreement or agreement either with a text or other recipients. 
  
Comprehension 
This dimension focuses on how recipients’ make sense of different signs, first 
on a denotative level, and then on a connotative level within the given context. The 
dimension is inspired by Pierce’s social semiotics theory for adequately understanding 
such meaning making processes (Schrøder, 2000). Every individual recipient perceives 
each sign in a unique manner and creates a subjective image of the sign that differs 
based on individual social parameters such as age, gender, class and subjective 
experiences. The denotation can be thought of as the word’s dictionary definition, and 
the connotation is the emotion or picture the sign evokes in the reader. 
Schrøder also takes ‘discursive socialization’ as an important factor for meaning 
making since he believes that ‘humans live in communicative relationships and the 
meaning of signs is stabilized through the workings of interpretive communities, which 
are what make communication possible’ (Schrøder, 247). Therefore, the interpretation 
of a sign or a concept, has multiple variations depending on the social context, co-
created sense, and socially designed readings. The individualization of a single sign 
from each recipient’s point of view, can change when discussed in a group. In other 
words, several individual understandings might develop into a common understanding 
through the interpretive social discourse. 
  
Discrimination 
This can be a useful dimension because researchers can analyze if the 
participants are aware that there is a specific purpose, intention or ‘preferred reading’ 
of the text. Therefore they might take a critical stance towards the text, or, as Schrøder 
explains it, “whether audience readings are characterized by an awareness of 
‘constructedness” (Schrøder, 247). One could argue that the ‘discrimination’ is meant 
to signify the ‘hidden universe’ of the media message (Ibid). The reader therefore is 
 seen as an aware agent who has maybe chosen to (even ironically), stay critical and 
pragmatic towards the text because it is part of a larger hegemonic discourse. We will 
not use this dimension in the project since we did not see recurring instances of the 
participants being critical towards the human constructed aspect behind the media text. 
  
Position 
Schrøder points out that the concept of ‘position’ enables researchers to 
differentiate between the reader’s subjective interpretation and the ‘objective’ 
‘position’ towards the hegemonic and political ideological premise of the media text 
(Schrøder, 2000: 248). The political ideological premise of our campaign is that it 
should be socially acceptable for mothers’ to give up their baby if necessary. It is crucial 
to mention that ‘position’ is different from Hall’s ‘preferred reading’ because this 
dimension builds upon the reader's subjective interpretation of the media message, not 
the communicator’s encoded message. This means that the dimension only applies to 
the participants' subjectively perceived readings of the text, and not to our ‘evaluation’ 
of their ‘position’ with regards to the ideology (Schrøder, 2000: 249). 
  Schrøder states that taking up different ‘positions’ is seen as a commuting 
process, or a change in ‘position’. Schrøder points out that ’position’ includes a 
continuum of attitudinal responses, from acceptance to rejection of the perceived 
textual position and the various textual elements perceived to make up that position” 
(Schrøder 249). This means that the participants in the focus groups may move between 
different ‘positions’ depending on their subjective experiences of the perceived text, 
and what subjective statement is being drawn on. 
With this dimension, we hoped to interpret the participants’ acceptance or rejection of 
what they perceived to be the message of our campaign, while noticing if there was a 
commute in ‘positions’. 
  
The Two Implications   
Evaluation 
‘Evaluation’ is used by researchers to judge the recipients’ subjectively taken 
‘position’ “in light of their social significance” (Schrøder, 2000: 243), namely within 
the social context in which the text is presented. On this level it is the analysts that 
 determine to what extent the recipients’ understandings of the text correlates to the 
ideological framework. ‘Evaluation’ draws on a concern that there may be a difference 
in, for example, the individual’s subjective oppositional stance to the textual meaning, 
and the participants’ ideological positions from ‘hegemonic’ to ‘oppositional’ readings 
of the media text (Schrøder, 2000: 250).   
‘Evaluation’ as a dimension allows us as researchers to avoid Hall's one-to-one 
model that ties together an individual’s acceptance of a media text and the embedded 
hegemonic discourse. Instead, Schrøder seeks to differentiate between the subjectively 
perceived understanding of the text and the ideological position the text carries. It is 
important to separate this dimension from the previous ‘position’ dimension, since we, 
as researchers, can ‘objectively’ choose if the given reading is ideologically 
oppositional as well as oppositional to the hegemonic reading of our text. The two 
dimensions, ‘positions’ and ‘evaluation’ yield different analytical results; the first gives 
us an understanding of the participants’ perceived interpretation of the text, and the 
latter gives us the ability to judge their ‘position’ in relation to our ideology and the 
hegemonic reading of the text.   
  
Implementation 
         ‘Implementation’ can be understood as the next step after the ‘evaluation’. For 
example, if the reader rejects the media text and the hegemonic discourse embedded in 
it, then this difference can charge social change (Schrøder, 2000: 251). Schrøder 
suggests in a very constructivist manner that we should consider everyday actions as 
inherently political and every conversation people engage in as a: “part of the process 
through which society's political life is constituted” (Schrøder, 2000: 252).  
Additionally, positions that people choose to take towards media text might also be 
politically charged without people being fully aware of it.  
         With our project we hoped to create an awareness campaign that might initiate 
social change but it was not our intention to conduct a future analysis of whether the 
campaign changed the participants’ habits or thoughts. Additionally, we do not see our 
campaign as institutionalized reading, i.e. it is not created to communicate already 
existing institutions’ values since our concept is not linked to any organization that 
 participants are familiar with. Therefore, we do not see the implementation dimension 
as relevant for our analysis. 
          
Analysis  
Introduction 
Reading theories about reception analysis in relation to our idea of a Baby Hatch 
sparked two different interest areas, one emphasizing the product (the Baby Hatch), and 
the other emphasizing the participants' discussion. We therefore decided to incorporate 
both a product campaign and an awareness campaign and as researchers, we felt it was 
important to distinguish between the two types of campaigns. The product campaign 
introduces the product through a poster and brochure, where we arguably attempt to 
convince the audience that this product (the Baby Hatch) should be an option in 
Denmark. The awareness campaign attempts to initiate a discussion surrounding the 
concept, provide knowledge, and familiarize the audience with the concept. 
  The structure of the analysis of both campaigns is divided into two sections. In 
the first section we attempt to uncover how the participants make meaning of the 
product campaign (brochure and poster). In the second section we look at how the 
participants make sense of the concept (Baby Hatch) and how the concept sparks certain 
discussions. In the first and second section of the analysis, we apply the four interior 
reading dimensions from Schrøder's theory. We use the four dimensions to make sense 
of possible ‘positions’, ‘motivations’, and ‘comprehensions’ the participants have in 
relation to their meaning making of the text. Then we only use one of the implication 
dimensions from Schrøder’s theory, namely ‘evaluation’ to uncover the participants' 
‘position’ in relation to the larger ideological implications of the Baby Hatch. This 
enables us to evaluate the participants' ‘positions’ in relation to the hegemonic reading 
of the campaign, namely that there should be a fast adoption option in Denmark. The 
hegemonic reading, to repeat, represents the ideology that it should be socially accepted 
for mothers to give up their child if they are not prepared for motherhood. 
  As mentioned earlier, since the four interior dimensions are based on the 
participants' subjective experiences, the preferred meaning is thus constructed by the 
audience in the first part of the Analysis (Schrøder, 2000: 241). 
   Furthermore, we would like to clarify the terminology we use. We distinguish 
between the “two and two exercise”, which was the exercise participants did in pairs at 
the very beginning of the interview. And “group discussion” will be used for when all 
four participants were gathered after the two and two exercise, and which continued for 
the rest of the interview. Furthermore, we use the term ‘media text’ or ‘text’ to describe 
the campaign, incorporating both the brochure and poster. 
  
Part 1 of Analysis -- The Product Campaign: The Poster and Brochure 
Analysis of Older Girls Focus Group Interview 
Framing 
In the two and two exercise (Y.S. and J.S.), Y.S. starts by asking the moderator 
what a Baby Hatch directly translates to in Danish. After translating to Danish (luge), 
Y.S. states: “I just think it's kind of a disgusting way” (Transcript 2b, 10:46:06) . 
Clearly, the denotative meaning of ‘hatch’ or ‘luge’ has a negative connotation to her, 
and this can arguably lead to the participant having a negative first impression of the 
campaign. In the light of the dimension ‘comprehension’, we acknowledge that Y.S. is 
opposed to her perception of the word ‘hatch’, perhaps due to the framing. After Y.S.’ 
meaning making, J.S. adds: “Yeah it’s a fucking box. What if the box broke?” 
(Transcript 2b, 10:46:06). J.S.’ sensemaking of the product seems to resemble Y.S.’ 
negative connotation of the sign ‘hatch’. The participants do not have a prior knowledge 
or realistic image of the Baby Hatch2other than what is in the campaign. Therefore, 
there is a strong possibility that the different audience members carry different images 
of what the Baby Hatch looks like, as shown above in J.S.’ and Y.S.’ sense making of 
sign ‘hatch’. Both participants’ have negative connotations to the word ‘hatch’ and J.S. 
is sceptical of how safe the Hatch really is, despite the fact that the information and 
drawings in the brochure are meant to reassure the reader about the safety and comfort 
of the Hatch. As researchers, it is incredibly striking to see how strong the subjective 
perspectives dominate the participants' meaning making. 
  
                                                          
2 All pictures in the brochure and poster are illustrated.  
 Brochure 
The brochure was discussed in the larger focus group setting. J.S. says: “I think 
it also seems inviting. Because there are light colours and it is simple and compressible, 
and it’s written in a big font with bullets” (Transcript 2a, 14:11:00). Through the 
dimension ‘comprehension’, it can be seen that J.S. uses the design - light colours, font 
choices, and layout as tools to conceptualize the material.. K.T. also comments on the 
brochure and says, “Yeah I also think it is written very concisely. There is the 
information needed, but no more” (Transcript 2a, 14:25:5), indicating that she too finds 
it comprehensible, and adding the factor that the information is also adequate. In 
addition, during the two and two exercise K.T. admits that she thinks it is a good 
brochure, and therefore has trouble writing down critiques of it (Transcript 2a, 
12:22:00). 
  
Poster 
When the participants were asked what they thought about the poster, K.T. 
stated: “I think the illustration is nice. I mean the illustration depicts the idea well” 
(Transcript 2a, 15:14:08). She continues by commenting on the image on the poster: 
“It looks good at least, that there is a couple on the one side, ready to be handed the 
child” (Transcript 2a,15:25:1). Clearly, K.T. connotes the sign on the poster of the 
family in a positive way. However, two minutes later K.T. commutes positions as she 
claims: “Yes, it (the poster) also seems a bit cold, doesn't it?” (Transcript 2a, 
00:17:21:3, note added by transcriber). K.T. is saying yes to a previous negative 
comment made by J.S.3, and now taking a negative stance towards the campaign. J.S. 
responds, “Very cold and a bit... They are just standing there smiling on the poster. I 
just think that's a little... as if that's just something you do. I just think that's a little…” 
(Transcript 2a, 00:17:21:8). J.S agrees with K.T. that the poster is "cold" and 
symbolizes that giving up a baby is casual, "just something you do", and J.S.’ reasoning 
is based on how the family is depicted in the poster. K.T. then agrees with J.S. and 
elaborates: “Agree, maybe it should be clearer that this is a serious thing too, it's not 
just something you do - give away your baby” (Transcript 2a, 17:32:00). The drawing 
on the poster denotes a family smiling. The sign of the smile challenges K.T.’s already 
                                                          
3 “But I think this is too simple in a way. Because I think it seems phony, but also because how can you 
just (interrupted)” (Transcript 2a, 17:21:03).   
 established positive perception of the family. This gives us insight in how K.T. and J.S. 
perceive the smiling family as unserious, whereas the situation it is trying to illustrate - 
the reception of an adopted baby - does not correlate with their image of it being a 
serious situation.  
  
Analysis of Younger Girls Focus Group Interview 
Framing 
C.W. highlights the framing of ‘retur/refund’ in the brochure. She states: “[...] 
I don’t know if you could use another word than ‘refund’ your child. It just sounds like 
it’s a toy” (Transcript 1a, 17:22.9). The word ‘refund’ to C.W., is associated with what 
one would use to describe an inanimate object, thus taking away the humane aspect of 
the product. The word ‘refund’ disrupts her sense making process of the campaign, 
because in her subjective experience the word is used to describe a situation where a 
mother regrets giving away her child but the word ‘refund’, in her understanding, does 
not capture the feeling of  regret.  In C.W.’s personal universe, the word ‘refund’ does 
not connotate the “right” qualities with regards to what she perceives to be a serious 
context. 
  
Brochure 
Neither of the groups in the two and two exercise talked about the product 
campaign itself. Only A.H. and S.J. starts to discuss it when prompted by the moderator. 
Clearly, there is a lack of motivation for both groups to discuss the poster and brochure, 
perhaps because there was no ‘links of relevance’ for the participants (Schrøder, 2000: 
245). However, similarly to the older girls, the younger participants had more 
‘motivation’ to discuss the actual concept. This can be due to their lack of knowledge 
surrounding the concept, which can be a ‘motivation’ in itself described by Schrøder as 
‘innovation’, where participants gain new insights surrounding a topic they are not that 
familiar with (Ibid). However, the girls did mention when prompted: “I actually think 
it has good information in it. There is also information for the father and mother” 
(Transcript 1b, S.J., 00:08:12.0). Then A.H. agrees: “And how it (the process) happens” 
(Transcript 1b, 00:08:17.6 note made by transcriber) and makes S.J. elaborate more on 
her own point: “Yeah, how the process is. And everything about if you regret” 
(Transcript 1b, 00:08:17.6). S.J.’s first and second statement displays that she makes 
 meaning in accordance to her subjective ‘comprehension’ of what kind of information 
a brochure and a poster of this campaign should include, such as: information for the 
father and mother about the process, and what the mother should do if she regrets her 
decision. 
  
Poster 
The conversation about the campaign was continued in the larger group 
discussion where some of the participants shared their individual meanings. For 
example C.W. says: “I think it is a good way to present it all, that there is a family 
ready for the baby” (Transcript 1a, 13:00:7). C.W. ‘positions’ herself as agreeing to the 
form of presentation in the poster. This can arguably be influenced by her ‘motivation’ 
in the ‘personal interest’ of the topic of the foster family displayed earlier: “[...] if it 
was me at least, then it would be because you didn’t know who the family would be, 
which is important to know that it is going to a good foster family” (Transcript 1a, 
12:19:06). Therefore, out of ‘personal motivation’, C.W. makes a ‘link of relevance’ to 
the picture of the family and her ‘personal interest’ of safety for the child. After 
discussing the picture, the moderator asks if she likes the message on the poster, and 
C.W. says: “Yes, because it says it quickly and concisely instead of that it’s some long” 
(Transcript 1a, 13:18:9). This shows that she not only comprehends the image but also 
the message on the poster, as she says it is concise, showing her alignment with the 
material. 
  The moderator then asks what they think about the colours in both the brochure 
and poster. S.J. says: “I think they are really good (the colours) because they are kind 
of subdued. Not something too bright. I’m also thinking when it's about children, then 
they are really good” (Transcript 1a, 15:12:5 note made by transcriber). Through the 
dimension ‘comprehension’ it can be seen that S.J. connotes the specific colours with a 
baby theme that in her perception fits with the campaign. 
  
Sub Conclusion Surrounding the Poster and Brochure 
As shown when uncovering the girls’ sense making, our product campaign was 
to a great degree successfully received as it was intended. However there were some 
degree of disagreement.  
 The sign or picture on the poster was positively perceived by the two focus 
groups. Both groups clearly state that they think the picture of the family accepting the 
child is a good depiction of the idea of the product. The older girls at first glance agree 
with the presentation on the poster, however they then began to discuss the image in 
depth, which led them to commute positions. J.S. says that she thinks the sign (the 
smiles) on the family's faces is contradictory to her perception of the concept’s tone, 
namely that it should be a serious tone. This shows that our presentation of the 
campaign was first accepted by the audience, however the older girls then rejected the 
portrayal of the subject (the family), as it did not correlate with their subjective 
understanding of the topic of mothers leaving their babies in a Baby Hatch. 
Another point of disagreement with the campaign can be seen in the specific 
framing of important terminology within the poster and brochure. For example, the 
older girls, more specifically J.S. and Y.S., objected to the word ‘hatch’ as it was 
translated into ‘luge’, and this was due to their negative connotation of the word. 
Similarly, C.W. distanced herself from the word ‘retur’ (refund) because she also felt it 
had an inhumane association to it. 
The shared aspects commented on were: the conciseness and the amount of 
information provided in the brochure, as well as style and colours. As researchers and 
producers of the campaign and product, it is particularly interesting to compare the two 
focus groups’ opinions in order to see where there are overlapping points of agreement 
and disagreement. For example, the first statement from K.T. is that the brochure is 
informative and concise. Likewise, in the younger girls’ group discussion, the girls 
expressed their acceptance to the amount of information as well as the essence of it, 
hence they are in agreement. 
  There is also a mutual understanding between the two focus groups when 
discussing the colours in the poster and brochure. This can be seen in their 
commentaries, where they seem to agree with our choice of light colours, which they 
saw as: inviting, simple, and mellow. Furthermore, both groups associate the colours 
with being suitable for the topic, such as when S.J. perceives the subdued colours as 
children’s colours. This is in accordance with our intentions as we had deliberately 
chosen colours that were intended to be perceived as toned down, namely light pink 
and blue. 
     
Part 2 Analysis -- The Concept and Reception of the Awareness Campaign 
The second part of presenting a campaign was to create awareness. The 
awareness campaign is designed to inform and spark discussions surrounding themes 
such as: giving up one’s child for adoption, parental rights, and anonymity. Therefore, 
the following section analyzes the participants' sense making and negotiation of the 
concept and the relevant themes.  
  
Older Girls 
The Father’s Parental Rights 
Somewhat to our surprise, this theme was thoroughly discussed by both focus 
groups once they became aware of the restriction that the father would not be able to 
use the Baby Hatch if it was in Denmark. It is interesting to analyze the sense making 
that happened in the two and two exercise because K.T. and A.P. negotiated their 
‘positions’ and motivations drawing on their different concerns regarding the father. 
K.T. was worried that if the father had the same rights as the mother, there would be 
the possibility “[...] that he can just steal it and run down with it” (Transcript 2a, 
09:29.9). However, A.P. questioned if it is a benefit that the father cannot deliver the 
child to the Baby Hatch as she draws on the concern: “Yeah (the participant reads up 
from the brochure) ‘it is your responsibility, to inform the father about it’. And what if 
you don’t do it and the dad first finds out after two months, where he has the right to 
the child?” (Transcript 2a, 09:43.3). Therefore, A.P.’s concern can be seen as a “link 
of relevance between the reader's ‘personal universe’ and the universe perceived to be 
presented by the text” (Schrøder, 2000: 245). Thus, A.P. and K.T.’s ‘motivations’ can 
be seen as a ‘personal interest’ in the subject matter, namely that there is a restriction 
towards the father, and A.P.’s ‘personal interest’ (or concern) is that the mother can 
easily choose to ignore informing the father. And K.T.’s concern is that if the father is 
allowed to use the baby hatch he can steal the baby. 
  With regards to the concept, these two different points of ‘motivation’ and 
‘position’ lead to a negotiated regulation in the two and two exercise. Grounded in their 
different scepticisms or concerns, K.T. ‘positions’ herself as accepting of the current 
limitation regarding the father, and A.P. ‘positions’ herself as opposed to it. A.P. then 
 proposes a regulation in the concept that there should be a signature from the dad, which 
thus leads to K.T. agreeing to A.P.’s proposal. 
  This negotiation in ‘positions’, is noteworthy because K.T. on her own puts 
forth the negotiated regulation in the group discussion: “We have also written ‘perhaps 
a signature from the dad before you can just give it away’. Because otherwise, the dad 
has nothing to say” (Transcript 2a, 14:39:0). Interestingly, the same participants take 
up contradicting ‘positions’ when drawing on other ‘motivations’ further on. The 
moderator asks the participants what they think of the fact that the mother is the only 
one that can bring in the child to the Baby Hatch. K.T., Y.S., and A.P. all agree and 
think that it is a good idea. K.T. elaborates: “Because if the dad could do the same, he 
could just steal the baby and bring it in” (ibid). Here K.T.’s original ‘motivation’ 
(‘personal interest’), analyzed upon earlier, dominates her previous position that was 
co-constructed with A.P. in the two and two exercise. In Schrøder’s multidimensional 
model he argues: “[...] the readers’ adoption of a stance towards the text should be 
conceptualized as a process of ‘commuting’ [...]” (2000: 249). Here K.T. changes 
‘positions’ depending on which subjective experiences are being drawn on. Therefore, 
the participants' ‘positions’ differ in light of their subjective attitudes. 
  
Anonymity 
The aspect of anonymity for the mother sparked a dynamic discussion where 
the participants drew on their own subjectivity. J.S. started the group discussion:  
 
“The benefit is you can be anonymous. [...] You don’t feel pressured. You can go and 
think about these things by yourself. You can be influenced by your surrounding a lot 
to do something you don’t want yourself. You can go alone” (Transcript 2a, 12:26:4).  
 
It can be argued that J.S.’ statement is coming from a ‘personal motivation’ that it can 
be beneficial for a young mother in a tough situation to make the decision alone and 
not feel influenced or pressured by external factors. Therefore, J.S. makes a link of 
relevance between anonymity and external social pressures. Furthermore, due to the 
larger ideological scope of the concept (that it should be socially acceptable to give 
 away your child), J.S. is in a way hinting that individuals construct their own realities, 
but other people have the power to influence their meaning making and decisions which 
can make it difficult to go against social norms4. 
Further on in the group discussion, the participants begin to talk about the 
concept in relation to whether it is ‘easy’ or not to give up one’s child. J.S believes the 
concept is too easy and therefore can be abused by young girls (Transcript 2a, 
12:49:09).  Y.S. disagrees that it's just easy and argues: “But still no, because you still 
have to go around nine months and it being fucking hard. [...] And it’s fucking hard to 
say goodbye to your child” (Transcript 2a, 00:12:59.4). Y.S. opposes J.S.’ position that 
it is easy to give away your child by referring to the emotional and physical aspects of 
carrying a child. Y.S. draws upon the dimension ‘motivation’, more specifically 
‘reminiscence’. As Schrøder indicates: “[...] something in the message reminding the 
reader of people or experiences” (2000: 245), Y.S. seemingly draws upon an 
experience of saying goodbye to a child. This ‘reminiscence’ is the basis for her counter 
argument to J.S., that it it is not easy to give away one’s child.  
Near the end of the discussion surrounding anonymity, the participants 
summarize their opinions. K.T. puts forth that she thinks the fact that it is fast and easy 
to bring a baby to a Baby Hatch is a huge benefit (Transcript 2a), and then A.P. says: 
“That might actually also be the negative. That it's easy and fast because then you might 
do it spontaneously. And that’s when, two months later, you are "fuck, I made the worst 
decision of my life". And then it's too late” (Transcript 2a, 00:36:03.0). As A.P. states 
the clear dilemma with the concept, which in her eyes is that what makes the Baby 
Hatch appealing and beneficial, is also possibly challenging and the reason for moral 
dilemmas. 
  
Younger Girls 
The Father’s Parental Rights 
The younger girls, and in particularly C.W. who dominates the discussion, 
create new meanings from the text, and expresses new suggestions to the restriction on 
the father. C.W. argues: “[...] we talked about if you were a single father for some 
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 reason, I mean has a newborn but isn't ready to be a single dad that should also be a 
possibility, because it is just women that can do it” (Transcript 1a, 11:09:08). It can be 
argued that C.W. draws on ‘innovation’ in relation to the dimension ‘motivation’, since 
she makes sense of the current knowledge (the restriction) and then elaborates on it 
using her own subjective experience. C.W.’s ‘position’ is opposing the media text by 
expressing that the father should have equal rights with the mother. 
  
Anonymity 
The theme of “easiness” emerges in the younger discussion as well:  
 
“[...] but it is also a lot easier that you just can bring your child and that’s that. But, 
we thought it must also be hard for the 15 year old girl, who just put her baby in a baby 
hatch, and just walk around and be like “yeah I just gave birth to a baby, and now I 
don’t have it anymore”” (A.H. Transcript 1a, 10:42:6).  
 
It is clear that A.H. is struggling with her meaning making of the anonymity aspect, but 
ends up taking a divergent ‘position’ due to her sympathy for the persona presented in 
the beginning by the moderator (the 15 year old girl). A.H. therefore sympathizes with 
the fictional character attached to the campaign, and thus draws upon ‘identification’ in 
her ‘motivation’ (2000: 245). 
C.W. responds to A.H.’s comment and proposes a new perspective: “But I think 
that is the good thing with this, that if she doesn’t want the contact to her parents [...]” 
(Transcript 1a, 00:11:09.8). C.W. takes up a new ‘position’ involving a new 
‘motivation’, basing it in what she sees as a positive thing, namely that the mother can 
be alone in the process and is not forced to involve people she does not want to involve. 
Later C.W. elaborates: ”Yeah I think it's pretty hard being a young single mother, and 
then having to make a decision to actually go up to the municipality and say "I can't 
have my child". I actually don’t think it is running away from your problem” (Transcript 
1a, 14:42:1). ‘Identification’ can be traced in C.W.’s meaning making, as it seems she 
has an attachment to the “young single mother”. It can again be seen that the sense 
 making surrounding the anonymity aspect is complex and holds several different 
‘positions’ drawing on subjective experiences of the persona and what is best for her.  
  
Sub-Conclusion Surrounding the Concept 
When comparing the two focus groups, there were a variety of different 
‘positions’ on the overall concept of a Baby Hatch - which is unlike when they 
discussed the product campaign. The fact that there were a multitude of ‘positions’, 
which sparked dynamic discussions, clearly indicates that we succeeded in creating an 
awareness campaign. When discussing the father’s parental rights, we found two 
overall contrasting ‘positions’, namely whether or not the father should have equal 
rights with regards to the Baby Hatch. Both points of views derive from mistrust to 
either the mother or father. 
  The theme of simplicity, or “easiness”, continued to emerge in the different 
aspects of the concept, particularly when discussing the anonymity aspect and lack of 
personnel. A major concern for some of the participants is that the anonymity aspect 
makes the concept too simple, and that the consequence is either that people will start 
to not care as much about having, and giving away their child (expressed in older group) 
or that there should be someone there by the Baby Hatch whom the mothers can confide 
in. On the other hand the participants who ‘positioned’ themselves against this 
reasoning, argued that it is never easy to give your child away, and that it can be a 
benefit that there is no personnel, because the mother can then make the decision 
completely on her own without being influenced by others. 
Though we have emphasized  what we consider to be the main ‘positions’ drawn 
from both focus groups, it is important to note the distinctions between the two. With 
regards to the analytical points made in relation to the anonymity aspect of the concept, 
the younger girls did not commute ‘positions’ as much, and also did not oppose or 
negotiate with the perceived text and concept as heavily as the older girls. Furthermore, 
there was a difference on how the girls drew on different subjective experiences. The 
younger girls created an attachment with the persona presented by the moderator, 
namely the 15 years old mother, whereas the older girls drew more heavily on their own 
personal experiences. 
   
Evaluation 
In this section it is important to distinguish between the type of analysis we have 
done thus far and the analysis we are about to engage in. So far, our analysis is all based 
on the participants' “subjective experience of agreeing or disagreeing with the 
perspective perceived by the informants to reside in the text” (Schrøder, 2000: 250). 
Now we will briefly analyze “[...] the way in which informants’ readings correspond 
to ideological positions in the social formation [...]” (Ibid). The hegemonic reading of 
our campaign and product (Baby Hatch) is that it should be an option in Denmark, and 
more importantly the ideology of our campaign is that it should be socially acceptable 
to give away your child. Therefore, just because the participants agree or disagree with 
their perceived perspectives of the text, does not necessarily mean they accept the text’s 
hegemonic reading, or, in other words, our intended message. As Schrøder states:  
 
“A given reading ‘hegemonic’ or ‘oppositional’ simply means that the analyst 
concludes that this reading, if converted into social practice, would contribute to 
preventing or bringing about what he/she sees as desirable social change, respectively” 
(2000:251).  
 
The campaign’s “desirable social change” is that the Baby Hatch should be an option 
in Denmark, and therefore, we as analysts will analyze the participants’ ‘positions’ 
made in regards to whether they believe that the concept should be implemented in 
Denmark.      
In this section we try uncover if the participants accept or reject the inscribed 
hegemonic reading, which presents the ideology in the media text, furthermore noticing 
possible hegemonic struggles when confronted to take up a concrete standpoint. The 
younger girls, particularly C.H. and S.J. agree with the hegemonic reading of our 
project: namely that the Baby Hatch should be an option in Denmark. C.H. states: “But 
I think it is important that it is an option, That there is a baby hatch because I think it's 
better there is one then there isn’t one” (Transcript 1a, 14:06:05). In the same light, S.J. 
replies when asked if it should be in Denmark:  
 
 “Yeah because I can remember not long ago there was a woman who threw her baby 
out in a trash can, and it could be because her family didn’t know and they would totally 
freak out. So then it would be pretty smart if she could just do that, instead of throwing 
it out in a trash bin”  
(Transcript 1a, 14:06:5).  
 
Although the participants draw on different ‘motivations’ in their positioning, both girls 
accept the hegemonic reading that it should be an option in Denmark. Furthermore, 
C.H. continues to make sense of the ideology by saying: “I actually don’t think it is 
running away from your problem, [...] I think some people would feel that just leaving 
your child would be like running from you child, kind of, and that shouldn’t, but yeah” 
(Transcript 1a, 14:06:05). Through this comment, we as analysts can see that C.H. not 
only accepts the hegemonic reading but also supports the larger ideological scope. This 
is identified as she points out that she does not think it should be seen as running away 
from your problems if the mother decides to use “the option” of the Baby Hatch. 
On the other hand, J.S. and Y.S. from the older girls group were not as easily 
convinced to accept the hegemonic and ideological reading. J.S. says:  
 
“I don't think it would be a good thing [...] I don't think it's a problem in Denmark, you 
certainly don't hear about a lot of cases. So I definitely think it's a good idea but there 
should be some more seriousness around it. It's a little too easy. And if you were to 
introduce it, I think you should... ay, I don't know. I am very torn on this” (Transcript 
2a, 20:30:7).  
 
The topic of relevance and the simplicity of the concept create a hegemonic struggle 
for J.S., which is revealed in her frustration at the end as she admits she is "torn" on the 
topic. However, J.S. ends up rejecting the hegemonic reading, and disagrees that the 
Baby Hatch should be introduced in Denmark. Furthermore, she refuses the ideological 
implication that it should be an option for young mothers because of her concern that 
 women/girls will abuse the Baby Hatch. She argues that perhaps it should be harder to 
give your child away.  
It is clear that Y.S. also struggles with the hegemonic reading and the ideology 
behind the campaign. In response to if it should be in Denmark Y.S. states:  
 
“I think it's fine. But with some modifications. For example have the father be involved 
and then maybe some conversations with a psychologist to be sure that it's the right 
thing to do when you have handed it in and they can trace you through the CPR 
number” (Transcript 2a, 19:46:1).  
 
Y.S. accepts the larger ideological implication of the concept, that it should be socially 
accepted to give away your child. Moreover, she accepts the hegemonic reading that it 
should be in Denmark and therefore, she is agreeing to the possible social change the 
campaign presents. However she rejects the concept and re-accounts for the flaws she 
sees, which then does not make it a Baby Hatch anymore. Therefore Y.S. does not 
accept the Baby Hatches itself in Denmark but will accept the premise for giving up 
your child. 
  
Sub Conclusion Evaluation 
Through the evaluation section it becomes visible to us as analysts that we agree 
with Schrøder’s multidimensional model. As shown above, there is in fact a distinction 
between the readers’ ‘positions’ and acceptance of the perceived media text, and the 
readers’ acceptance or rejection of the larger hegemonic and ideological implications. 
 
Discussion 
Framing  
In this section, we discuss the analytical points made in the reception analysis 
taking different factors into consideration, which could have played a role in the 
participants’ meaning making. One of the factors that influenced the results was the 
framing of key terms such as ‘Hatch’ and ‘refund’. Participants C.W. and Y.S. took up 
oppositional ‘positions’ against the product campaign due to their negative 
 connotations of the terms used to describe the product. The resulting oppositional 
‘positions’ demonstrates the importance of carefully choosing the framing of key terms 
in order to successfully communicate a campaign. It is noteworthy that whenever the 
participants felt the wording or the image on the poster was presented in an 
inconsiderate way, they expressed their oppositions, even though the researcher’s did 
not see it to be inconsiderate. These findings gave us insight into how signs, words, and 
pictures can be read in subjective and complex manners . Therefore, if we were to alter 
our campaign based on our findings we would like to more carefully pay attention to 
the wording and depiction of the concept, and the different connotations they might 
carry.  
 
Subjective Experiences 
Another interesting theme when comparing the two focus groups, was how the 
girls utilize different subjective experiences. It became clear that the older girls drew 
heavily on their own personal experiences, which can be seen in their use of first person. 
They used their own ‘personal universe’ as a ‘link of personal interest’ to the topic.  
In contrast, the younger girls drew mostly on the persona presented at the 
beginning of the interview session. We believe they used the fictional persona as a 
discussion tool, and a link of relevance to the topic, perhaps due to their lack of personal 
relevance. 
There is of course a major aspect to take into consideration when discussing 
why there was a difference in relevance, and that is the factor of age. The younger girls 
ranged between 14 and 15, and the older girls were between 21 and 22. It can be argued 
that their age plays an important role in their subjective universe, since the older girls 
have more years of life experience they can draw from. Furthermore, both groups were 
asked in the interview, whether or not unplanned pregnancy (which the concept 
revolves around) is a concern for them. All the young girls replied no with no further 
discussion, whereas the older girls all said it was a concern for them, resulting in a 
longer discussion about just how scared they actually are of becoming pregnant 
unexpectedly. Therefore, it can be argued that, due to their age, there are also different 
levels of relevance for the two focus groups, since the product attempts at “solving” 
unplanned and unwanted pregnancies for women. Perhaps the lack of relevance, and 
 arguably different maturity levels played a part in limiting the younger girls’ sense 
making.  
Moreover, we argue that these differences also influence the different 
‘positions’ the participant took during the interview. The older girls frequently shifted 
‘positions’ and struggled a lot more with the hegemonic reading, possibly because they 
can draw from a bigger subjective, and more complex repertoire of experiences and/or 
because of a difference in time or cultural context which we do not discuss in this 
analysis. The younger girls mainly grappled with the father’s rights and the potential 
danger of placing a child in a foster family, however they did not in any comparable 
manner discuss the moral ramifications of the concept of a Baby Hatch as the older 
girls. Again, this was perhaps due to the older girls’ subjective experiences that could 
potentially make for a stronger link of relevance to the topic. However we can conclude 
that our initial target group (13-20), may lean too much to the younger side of the 
spectrum.  
 
Ideology and Social Constructivism  
In discussing our analytical findings regarding the participants’ ideological 
positions, it is significant to us as social constructivists to bring attention to Y.S.’ 
ideology that she believes it is always emotionally hard to give up one’s baby. This is 
interesting for us to discuss since we believe this is the concept’s “Achilles heel”. This 
leads us to discuss why there might be a need for a Baby Hatch in Denmark.  
We can argue that our concept of Baby Hatch is radically oppositional towards 
an existing hegemonic ideology: that mothers should always feel responsible for their 
children. This hegemonic ideology can be identified in the older girls’ focus group. The 
participants felt bad for the father if he is traveling during the two months where the 
mother can give away the child because there is a possibility that he doesn’t notice or 
have a say in the decision. When the same scenario was applied to the mother later in 
the group discussion, Y.S. and K.T. commented that they think she is a bad mother for 
traveling in the first place and doesn’t deserve to keep the child. This indicates that the 
girls subconsciously accepted the hegemonic ideology that as a mother, she is 
responsible for the child, and is clearly the subject of scrutiny in this debate, not the 
father.  
 One of the biggest concerns the girls shared revolved around the regulation that 
excludes the father from the giving up the child by using the Baby Hatch. This leads us 
to observe that in favouring the father’s rights the girls put more moral responsibility 
on the mother, which we see becomes the hegemonic discourse throughout the focus 
group.  
Another significant observation which displays the ruling hegemonic ideology 
in the focus group setting, is that none of the participants notice the mother's newly 
obtained “right”. We found it noteworthy that none of the participants commented on 
the fact that the mother did not have the luxury to “easily” give away her child prior to 
the option Baby Hatch. We see this as another example of how the older girls accept 
and are influenced by the hegemonic ideology, which continues to be represented in the 
focus group.  
Therefore, we see the girls aligning themselves with a hegemonic discourse that 
puts more responsibility and pressure on the woman to be and act like a mother. Our 
aim is to challenge the current socially constructed hegemonic discourse by proposing 
a new adoption process, namely the Baby Hatch. As we believe that gender norms and 
family structures are socially constructed and not based on biology, we believe that 
mothers do not necessarily need to feel the burden of keeping a child either. 
 
Methodology 
Our analysis focuses on the participants’ sense making, specifically of the 
campaign. However we would have found it beneficial to gather empirical data 
surrounding the public’s general attitude when presented with our ideology. For this 
specific agenda, we could have used a method such as vox-pop to get a better feel for 
the public’s opinion surrounding our ideology. We believe this would have 
strengthened our validity and findings. Furthermore, this could have provided us with 
a more solid foundation for our discussion as it was based on an assumed hegemonic 
ideology, which was grounded in the older girls’ focus group interview.  
Another methodological consideration which could have strengthened our 
analytical findings surrounding the theme ‘framing’, could have been surveys. This 
method of quantitative investigation could be based on different ways of framing the 
title of the product, which is currently Baby Hatch. This could have provided us with 
 statistical results of how the audience receives the product best, depending on the 
framing. Individual interviews could have given the possibility for a more in-depth 
analysis of participant’s meaning making by diving into their subjective experiences 
and personal universes. This could have led to a better understanding of their subjective 
constructions of parenthood and family ideals, which also could have strengthened our 
analysis of their ‘positions’ and ‘motivations’.  
 
Conclusion  
After using the multidimensional model of analysis we agree with Schrøder that 
there is a need for a more reflexive reception theory that gives the possibility of 
distinguishing between participants’ perceived interpretations of the media text, and 
their acceptance or rejection of the larger societal and ideological implications, as we 
too saw this to be the case for some of the participants. By analyzing the participants’ 
subjective experiences of the campaign we were able to uncover that overall, our 
product campaign and awareness campaign were successful. The product campaign 
was successful because of the limited comments surrounding the brochure and poster, 
as we believe this is due to the fact that it was well received. The awareness campaign 
was also successful as the participants discussed the concept itself in length, thus 
creating awareness and new constructions of knowledge. We are able to conclude that 
our concept is countering the already established hegemony within the older girls focus 
group that motherhood is a responsibility. Therefore, we saw the participants struggling 
to find a permanent ‘position’ in regards to the campaign and concept, as it kept 
happening that the aspects the participants saw as positive also brought forth moral 
complications, such as anonymity and the fathers rights. Therefore, we acknowledge 
our concept as being ideologically complex, but hope our campaign can challenge 
predisposed hegemonic discourses by sparking new discussions about motherhood and 
adoption.    
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